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A large ntuntea? of studies ^ notably those by Ervin (196J.), Entwlsle " 

' ^ ' ■ • ■ ■ " ■ ' , ' 

0(1966)^ and Palem^b & JertKirj^ (1966), have indicated that cliildren's 

■ ■ ' : I • ' .-^ ■ . ' ' . ■ ■ ^ ■ ^- " 

f']:*ee 'associations (to single-word stimuli show an in<2re&sing tendency for 

■ A ,^ ■ • ■ ■ ■ " ' ' V 

•../'the response to maltGh^the graramatical category of the stimulus. A child ) 

, . ' * ^ ' " " . ' ' V ' * 

, of age five^ given th'e stimulus "pretty" may respond "flower/* which is 
termed a*.syntagmatia, t'esponse in that "pretty flower" forms a sentence- 
like pattern, A child of eight or nine given the same stimulus is likely 

.. • :. ' ■ ■ , •■ '■■ ^ ■. ■ ■• 

to respond "ugly" or ^eautiful^'*^ which would be te!:ined paradigmatic 

"responses in that the 'response matches the. grairihiatical paradigm o^ t^he?, . 

. ■ d • « . . ■ , 

stimulus. The •typical age of the shift fxom syntagmati^x to paradigmatic 

responses varies somewhat with the 'grammatical form -«noiHis, fo^. example > 
* V • • ■■■ ^ 

are matched ^relatively early^ adverb'b relatively 'lat^. Tho^pentral' thrust 

of such studies is that during the elementary years children show an 

*^ 

^ increasitng tendency to indicate in their responses a^ implicit awarene'ss 

of grarmnatical form. ' * ^ . ^ 

*•'-'•* 
Althovigh studies, using relatively controlled experimental forgis such 

as fisee- associations 5 free recall^ proactive inh^ition^ etc, ^ have 

enriched bur knowledge of certain aspects Of verbal behavior ^ there are • 

some^who ask "Wn^t has that to do with language ?" By language ^ they mean 

the ongoirig, complexly , dotoiminod structural arrangement of sentence 

elements^ which seldom consists of wdrds in i^olat'ion. \rhe stfedy of 

childreni's expressive use of syntax hardly becomes ^interesting \mtil they 

begin .to ;put two or tbE^e -words together. The observational studies of 

children's acquisition of* syntax^ however^ have certain disadvantages — 

the rich context in which children' s .utterances are embedded is quite 

difilicult to control or even to specify, and the probability of a given 

■ V * * ■ 

I 

.. .)tnHJ4 ' ' ' • 

c • • * ' " ■ ' ' 
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V^es^mse is pp^rhaps conditioned by many factors other than availability 
''of, a given syntactic concepts ^ ' * > ." 

V The prihjqipkl object of -the present study- was to determine whether it 

is feasible to s-tfticly development of implicit awareness of syntactic patterns 

: . . • - , ' . • .. - s, 

•by emplbyirig an enriched^ vers ion of l^he free association formsfet. ^Since the 
juxtapos?.-tipton of two. words, fbrms a syiitactic patt.em, by employing pairs 
of words rather than single words as S'tiiftali^ we can tap awareness of 
^ sjmtactic patterns rather than the grammatical classes of indiW.dual words.- 

' .r ' ' . ' * 

For e^i^lnple, if in response to "happy baby" the child says' "sad mother/' 
he l^as matched the a^^ It is .thus possible 

^to^ examine developmental trends .in the tenancy to match the syntactic* 

' patterns of two-word stimuli and to determine whether certain syntactic 

• ■ . . . ' ^ ■ ' " ' 

patterns are more easily matched than .^others . , ^ 

It| is J)Ossible5 however^ that the child is responding primarily to 

semantic fe'ktures such as mood-perron- for "happy baby," rather than to 

■ ^ . ■ ' 

- synt^^eti^r features. - A-number -&f- shown that, children's 

responses to syntactic form may be strongly affect'ed"^ at least^during 

early stages of acquisition of a given form';, by. semantic factors. Hutson 

(197^? 1975) ^^Qr example, haS demonstrated that improbable passive 

sentence^ Such as "The mother was -washed by the babV'^i'e more difficult 

for chl'^^^Pren to comprehend than are' probable passive sentences such as* 

"The baby was washed by the mother," even though the. syntactic ^form is 

V 

the same. In the context >.bf the present study it was possible to vary* 
•semantic content ^ while, keeping syntactic form constanf, • by presenting 

both meaningl\illy related word pairs such as "happy baby" and meajiinglessly 

^- - ■ ' ■ • , 

• ' ; - , i- 

• • ^ :i n <■) 0 5. 



' : - .... ^ . -3- ■ ■ ' ■ , • '\ ■ ■'■ 

related pfirs such a;s "happy rock,'^ It. is not, tjie meaningfulnqss of tb© 

individual words but the meaningfulness of the relationship of the words 

** . ' * ' • * 

that is "being varied. Althoug-h it is possible for individuals to add \' 
•^specifications or idiosyncratic associations to make almost anythingf:^ 
meaningful, phrase3 such as "fcappy rdck," "break san^^" arid "fork cries" 
are certainly' 1jtrange»r than ihe cqrresponding meaningful phifeses "happy 
baby," "break sand," «ind "fork cuts;," 

' In thiis^ -study, then, the princ^al varialjles :of I interest vere grade, 
syntactic pattern, and meaiiingfulnes§ ofvthe semantic rel9.tionship. It* 
•was expected that njeetns for coi^pect matches, of Syntactic pattei^i would 
increase "by grade, and that meanfi would be higher for meaningfully related 
pairs.ithfitn for meaninglessly .related pai!rs- Althoujgh it was expected that 
the various syntactic patternis would be of differential difficulty, ajid 
that semantic reltitionahip would have its greatest impact diiring the early 
phases of deve'lqpment of awareness of a giv^n, syntactic pattern, it was not 
possible to specify in advance the order to difficulty. 



METHOD 

, Subjects : - ' - . 

Thir-^-two subjects were individually teste(i in each of four grades 
(kindergarten^ second, fourth and sixth) with equal nuj|rt>e3/s ^of males' and , 
females at eacljrgrade. Subjects were randomly drawn from four parochial 
schools serving pt^edomiiiantly lowers-middle cl^ss, families in two med:^/a- ^ • 
.sized Northea'stem cities/ . ^ "j^ . " 
Materials ; 

A pool of items was formed for. each of four syntactic patterns.-- no\m 
moian, npxm -verb,; adjective -noun, verb -noun After initial tryout, four 

- ' . 0 it 00 6 



meaningfully related and corresponding unrelated pairs ^were selected for 
^each sSritactic patteiri. One' of the meaningfully related adjective-noun 

. . - - ■ : ^ ■ 

pafM, for exampXe, was "hapj)y "baby/* and the corresponding unrelated pair 

was Chappy rock." (See Table ^ \ . . . •* 

Syntactic patterns were randomly assigrfed. to position withih the 'first 
\ . / . • V 

and 'second half * of each ^section of liist A. and individual items were then 

randomly .assigned to each of th^se^ slots. Within each half Of a section, , 

of the list^ items were tan^pmly Assigned to be presen^fed in List A as , n, 

meaningful o:^ meao^.ngless'^^pi^rs , Lislf B was ^^ormed^^from the meaningless 

versions 5f the meaningful items and ^the^^meaningful versions of the, 
^' V. ^ . ' . ' , 

\ ^ , ^ ■ . ■ • ■• ' ' 

Bie^Eiv^hgless items u^ed in List A.'" ' . . ^ 

Procedures ; • « o * * 

'Within each grade aiid sex. subjects, were Tan^omly assigned to inddvidu^l 

t . . - . > ; 

testing on List A or List and to order of preseiitation.- Single woijds . 
* 6» . . . 

Ifi • • * , 

were alVays given firstj but half ^ the * subjects received the set of eight 

meaningful BairS\bef ore meaningless ^ and hallf, the' subjects heard the 

*^ „ . • ^ . * A r '\ 

meaningless pairs bef o^, the meaningful. . 

Instructions: ' . * 

For s ingle -wo rfi .items ; I'll say one word ^nd you say one word/ any 

word it makes you think of." Poi* pairs^ "I' 4 say^^twO ^^words this time^ ; 

and you feay two other words ^ any two you think of." If a ^bject gave ^ 

more than or less than the »numb'er the words .requested or repeated the 

stimulus words 5 he was remind(^ the first two 'times this occurred^ but 

after that ^is answers were simply accepted, - < - 

Scoring : . . . k ^ , ^ 

Responses to the*^single-word stimuli .were<tscored in terms of match^gf 

' . . ■ • . j . • < ^ 

th'e. grammatical' c las Si of stim^i^s and response, generally" following 



Ervin*s (1961) scoring procedures ^ ' . ■ ^ \' 

Re^ponsesXto pairs were scored in two ways,^ In order to. analyze-* \^ 
c^yntactic inatt;l\ on an individual ^ word level/ pairs of words ,were scored 
1 if 1 word matched, or 2 if both words matched i5he syntactic categories . 

ot %'he .stimului^ pair, eyen if not in the same order*. If neither word^ 

» ' * ■ • 

matched;, or if bjth stijiruixis words were repeated, the response was scored 

0;;if a hew word was caabined with 1 repeated word (e.g., "candles turn" . 
in - response to "lights burn"), the non^repeated^ portion of the response 
was accepted 'and scored in terms of its syntactic match. 
' * • * Tlie second scoring system rated match of the overall syntactic 
pattern' — a Inai^ch on both word-blasses, in c6rrect order. Matches were 
score<f'-2, mismatches 0^ for a total* possible score. of* I6 on each type. 
For verb -noun pairs such as "ea* Wcacl','"aja onswer'such as "drink soUp" ^ 
would be scored 2, but J'good bread "^would be scored 0 because /it follows^ 
anotijer pattern (adjective -noun), although such a 'response, would be scpred 
as pari^ialljf correct under the other scoring system. , * " 

Design : , \^ , - 

Por ana^lysis of pattern -matches , the 'design was a 'x 2 x if x 2 ; 
'factorial .(Orade x List x Syntactic Type x Semantic Relationship), with^ ' 
repeated measures aii syiit>ax atid jsemaiitic. !^ujcey*s a tesit was applied to 
significant effects. ^ . - ■ 
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" ' ' FOOTNOTES ' . ' - ' • 

Iv ^ (p.- 5) Armiysi-s ht respoases to sing;Le words and *bf vdrd^tdh of- responses 
to pairs is not presented ^n this report, but is avBilable if spiecifically re- * 



.ifuaa-fc^d. Tiicrc wre HO effects on patHTern.ma'^ch, for &ex or ordetr* ^ 

. . ■ V »■ - a • ^ ^ 

? - • * \ * . ^ ^* ' 

< . • . % ... e 

' . * . * ' • * 

2. (p* 8) Another \my ' of describing this intefafction (^d&!h is ' of nu^ * 
signif Jcance) Is tcf state that witllRji^^w^ syntactic pattern; means, for me&nii^g- 
^. fully related and'meaningless-ly reflated 'pairs werfe not significantly diffei-^t. ^ 
Within the Vesponses to mfeaninglessly related pairs, the order of difficulty f or . 
syntactic pattern was the -same as in the inain effect for syntax (nVn ^ a-n' y 
M v-'n^ n-v}, .withitr the respor^^es to nieaningfully related pairs the order of 



a-n and^ v-n was i^oTOrsed, but thei?el 



means' wei^ not significantly diff^en*^ 
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' .TAELE 1 
Items Used in Eree. Associates Task 



Meaningful Pairs 
list .A 



NN car ' truck 

. ^ \fork cuts 

AN pretty ^lady 

VN ^ eat . tread 

• UK dog ' >. cat 

' AN large , tottle 

* ■ 

VN treak . tat 

NV lights \ burn • 

: f ' ■. 

^ List B 

VN drive .car . 

V ■ 

AN happy. "baby 



Meaningless Pairs- 

inST hat broom 
'ic/NV ftr9gs read 

t 

/" AN . happy rock 



hat- head 
NV frt)gs ^ lat 



VN drive 



M chair 



shJ;.rt 



horse 



AN rotten* ' ice 

* 

; VN. • drop : floor . 
NVi . cow claps* , 



List B f ^ 
VN( eat sunshine 
an'*, pretty m^.lk 
NN car shoe . 
fc^k cries 



NV 



VN drop plate 

AN * rotten garbage 

4 

NN chair 'table 

NV cow ^ eats . 



4VN break saixd . * 

AN large ' , air >^ 

NN dog cloi;d - 

m lights' talk- ' 



J I) 1 1 
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ANDVA for PAttcrn*!fetch Responses 



MS 



Between 



Grade^ 
. List 

Grade 3c List"* 
EiTor 1 / 



(127) 
3 

, i 

12U 



57.276, - 
6.890 s 
9rf6Q9 
3.))28 • 



l8.915f* ■ 
2.275 
" 3.173* 



ithiix , - 
Semaxiticf Relatedness ^ ^ 



.Semantic x Grade 
Senysintic x List 
Semantic x Grade x List 
Error 2 ..IZ^^ ' ^ 

^Syntactic Pattern 
Syntax x Grade 
Syntax x List 
Syxltax x Grade x^List 
Error 3 



r 



. (902) 
1 

% 

■ 1 

3 

,120 
■ 3 

« 

r->. 360 



1.563- 
1.573' 
.250 

^.635 
1.380 

Li 

75.U6U^ 
6.1U1 

1.755 
3.293 
3..51+8 



• 1.133 
l.lUo , 

< 1 ' 

U8,7lt9** 
3^7** 
I.13U I 
2.127* 

.0 . 



Semantic X Syntactic ^* 


3 


6,573'' 


' 5.795^<* 


Semantic x Syntactic x^Grade 


9 


1.181. 




Semantic x*^ Syntactic x List 




• 9.U69 


8.350*» 


Seman-Bic x Syntactic *x Grade x List 


; 9 


1.67^ 


r 1.^76 


Erro? If ^ ^ 


360 


i.i3i+ 




TOTAL 


"(i02U)' - 


1 





*P< .05, 001 



1 



Keen$'fof Pattern-Mtch of .•Pairs''by.Ssade and Syntactic Pattern 



Syntactic^' 
'\pattem 



Grade 



K; 



jioun-noun 



notm-verb 



odjecti've-noun 



lotal Grade Mean 



^-p — 5* r- 

1.36 .1A7" -9^:75 2.>- 



.81 



1.06 iM 



,C1 



'1 1;25 1.71 



- Total' 
Pattern 

- Mean ■ 



1.78 

.52 
.91. 

1.3^ 



l.llf 



<5 



o 
o 



.0 




2.5 




2'.0 




1.5 




1.0 . 




.5 




a-- 





n-n » noim-notm 
ti-v nouH'-verb' 
v-a » verb-nolin 
a-n « adjective -noun - 



. 'r 



--■^^^ TABLE 1* 

Means f o^' Pattern-Match of Pairs by Syntactic 
Pattern and Semantic Relatedness 



'Syntactic 
Pattein 



noxai-noun 
"noun-verb 
verb-novm 
adjeotive-nb-un 



Semantic Relatedness 

■ . ■> " 
Related Uibelated 



i 1.70 
,1.11 



1.86 

.70 
1.19 



. lotal 



1.78 
.52 

1.3^ 



Total 



1.18 



1.10 i 



1,11+ 



FIGURE 2 



Mean Correct pattern Matches 




rir-&r^ noun-noun ^ 
n-v K noun-verb 
yp-n = verb-noun 
d-n a* adjeotive-noun 



Syntactic Patterns 



Meaningful 
MeaniJ^gless 



ASS \Si!^ 



4 



, . . • TABLE 5 ' 

Mean^ for Pattern^tch of Pairs by Grade and List 



" ^ List 




Grade 


» 


Total 




i 




2 k 


6 








^^'■^^ •■78 




-1 oil 




P 


i-: ; , jr* 


\38 


1.20 l,l6 


i.itS 


;i.o5 




■ ) ■ . . 
Total ; 


.58'. 


r 

1.01 1.25 


1.71 


1,1^1 




'M ■ " 


TABLE 6 

Means for Pattern-Match by Semantic Relationship, 




r 


» 


Syntactic Pattern an^ List 








\ Dyiii/aCoic 

Pattern 


LIST^A 
. Meaning- Meaning- 
fiLlly lessly 
Related Related 


Meaning- 
' fully 
Combined Related 


;list« . 

Ifearting- 
lessly 

Related Combined 


Total 


noun-noun 


2*06 1.3^^ 


1.76 1.81 . 


1.90 1.85 




1.78 


noun-yepb 


•31 .72 


.52 .50 


'^.56 .53 




.52 


, verb-noun 


.9^ ^ .9^ " 


.9^^ i.28 


M .88 




.91 


ad ject i^ -noun 


1.78 1.19 


iM^ ia9 


1.19 1.19 




1.3^ 


Totil 


1.27 1.05 


. ia6 1.20 


1.03 1.11 




i.iit. 


1^=128, Maximum score =» if •00 
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